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immouncer: 


Town Meeting originates tonight 
‘com the 63d National Congress of 
The Daughters of the American 
«evolution, convening in Constitu- 
jon Hall, Washington, D. C. Or- 
ganized October 11, 1890, the Na- 
ional Society of The Daughters of 
the American Revolution was 
artered by the United States Con- 
ress and is one of the only two 
rganizations that report annually 
the United States Senate. 
Through its 63 year history, its 
iaajor objectives have been three- 
Id: historical—understanding of 
€ present to guide the way to 
orogress; patriotic—service in the 
present for “Home and Country”; 
nd educational—training for the 
uiture to assure the retention of 
vur Constitutional Republic and 
vur American way of life. 

These objectives are carried out 
through more than a score of fine 


ommunities whose projects range 
‘com American Indians and con- 
ervation to national defense and 


Americanism. The D.A.R. own and 


aaintain two schools, and con- 
‘ribute substantially to eleven 
(ther approved schools. 

Now to preside over our dis- 
ussion, here is Town Meeting’s 
noderator, James F. Murray, Jr. 
Mr. Murray! 


iederator Murray: 

Town Meeting is honored to- 
light to present this broadcast be- 
more an audience of 4,000 dele- 
tates to the National Congress of 
a Daughters of the American 
cevolution assembled in historic 
G@pstitution Hall at Washington. 
(gz these representatives, we send 
+greetings to all of the 175,000 


r 


-. 


ee 


of 


- 


‘Have We Centered Too Much Power in the 
Executive Branch of the Government? 


members listening throughout the 
United States. 

No one on this side of the Iron 
Curtain could reasonably deny that 
the most important office in the 
Western world is the Presidency 
of the United States of America. 
The President of our nation com- 
bines in his person the awesome 
powers of chief of state, the re- 
sponsibilities of political Jeader- 
ship of his own party and the 
symbolic representation of all the 
people of all parties in our na- 
tion—much the way the King of 
England or the President of France 
uniquely presides over their peo- 
ple. This three-fold role renders 
the President’s task the most diffi- 
cult and exacting of any in modern 
civilization. 

Despite this, our Constitution 
defines the powers of the Presi- 
dent only in the most meager de- 
tail. This has naturally lead to the 
development of shifting positions 
and attitudes across the years, with 
some Presidents convinced that 
they could do anything not specifi- 
cally prohibited by the Constitu- 
tion, while others felt that they 
could exercise only those powers 
specifically authorized by the Con- 
stitution. 

This problem has become acute 
in our times, and America, as- 
suming the leadership of the free 
world, has developed a Govern- 
ment more powerful and more com- 
plex than any ever dreamed of by 
our Founding Fathers. A consider- 
able body of our public opinion 
fears that as modern government 
we could not function without a 
powerful executive. On the other 
hand, many fear that the present 
trend might lead to dangerous con- 


centration of power in the White 
House and in the hands of one 
man, which, in turn, might seri- 
ously undermine the very founda- 
tion of our Republic. 

Tonight, America’s Town Meet- 
ing of the Air is happy and proud 
to examine this vital issue here in 
Constitution Hall. Our guests are 
two distinguished lawmakers, one 
from the United States Senate and 
one from the House of Represent- 
atives. Our first speaker is the 
Honorable Homer Ferguson, 
United States Senator from Michi- 
gan. 


Senator Ferguson: 

Mr. Murray, members of the 
Daughters of the American Reyolu- 
tion, I am indeed happy to be here 
with you tonight that we can talk 
about an important subject to all 
people of America and of the 
world. There is little doubt that 
for the last two decades there has 
been an increasing trend toward 
centralization of power in the exec- 
utive branch of our Federal Goy- 
ernment. As a matter of fact, the 
power of the executive branch was 
out of balance. That really en- 
dangered the legislative branch 
and the people of the United 
States. 

One of the chief causes of this 
was that Congress lost control of 
the purse strings. Congress ap- 
propriated so much money that on 
January 1, 1953, there was eighty 
billions of dollars outstanding and 
unexpended. With that amount of 
money outstanding Congress, in 
effect, had lost control of the purse 
strings. However, since the present 
administration took office _ this 
trend has been arrested and is be- 
ing reversed. The expansion of the 
executive power has been halted. 
The President is respecting the 
powers and the responsibility of 
Congress as was indicated in De- 


cember when the legislative lead: 
ers helped him frame the poli 
for the next two years. 

The size of the Federal Gov:), 


rolls. Taxes have been cut and) 
will be further reduced. Appropri 

ations today are less than the ex- 
penditures, so we are cutting down) 
this large backlog. Spending has 
been cut greatly. State and local 
governments’ responsibility and 
power have been emphasized, an 
a commission has been established 
to study that relationship. 

The new Hoover Commission 
has been established to find furthe 
ways to curtail the functions of} 
the Federal Government. We all! 
know that controls, price controls 
and others, have been removed. 
Some government enterprises have 
been liquidated, such as the at- 
tempt now to sell the rubber 
plants, and a shipping line. Also, 
we find that there’s less secrecy, 
because we believe the people are 
entitled to know the facts. This; 
promising beginning shows our 
determination to limit this cen- 
tralization of power in the exec- 
utive branch as the best cure for 
the freedom, security, and the ve 
fare of our people. 

We believe, and I know that you 
do, that this should be a govern- 
ment of law and not of men, no. 
matter who the man may be. Ac- 
tually, we were headed in a di- 
rection that our Government was 
beginning to become a government 
of men and not of law. Now the 
Federal Government at the present 
time has become the largest Jand- 
owner, the largest landlord, the 
largest banker, the largest life in- 
surer, the largest security and 
mortgage holder, the largest ship- 
owner, the largest employer and 
the largest spending unit in the 


world. It’s the largest truck fleet 
pperator, the largest warehouse 
pperator, and it owns more grain 
han any other government or any 
eeople in the world. 

it has become a dominating 
oower over money and credit. It 
became a dominating factor in all 
men’s lives. It has slowed down 
initiative and it has interfered with 
it eee success. My friends, I 
oelieve that there is too much 
cower in the executive in Wash- 
‘ngton. 

Mr. Murray: Thank you very 
much, Senator Homer Ferguson of 
Michigan. Now our next speaker 


3s Representative Richard Bolling, ~ 


Democrat of Missouri. Congress- 
man Bolling. 


congressman Bolling: 

Mr. Murray, Senator Ferguson, 
iadies and gentlemen. I believe 
that we have not centered too 
much power in the executive 
oranch. In the years since the 
American Revolution our popula- 
tion, as it increased enormously, 
aas shifted largely from the sim- 
dlicities of self-contained rural 
family life to the infinite com- 
dlexities of industrial city living. 
Vastly improved communications 
aave shrunk the globe, and the 
events of the past fifty years have 
srought us in the United States 
from the wings to the front and 
renter on the stage of world power. 

These facts have been recognized 
sy the people of America as chang- 
ng and increasing their responsi- 
dities in our nation and in the 
whole world. The American people 
qase, therefore, insisted that their 
metrument for action, their gov- 
“friment, assume greater responsi- 
yifity at home and abroad. And the 
jerican people have realized that 
th the responsibility to act must 
the power to act. This placing 
, responsibility and power has 


brought social welfare legislation 
of many kinds and greater partici- 
pation in international affairs than 
was ever dreamed of, even fifteen 
years ago. 

As this has happened, inevitably, 
the executive has grown in power 
—along with that of which it is 
but a part, government as a whole. 
At the same time the powers of 
Congress have grown too, and this 
must be. Our challenge is to face 
and solve the problems of our time. 
A vacillating Congress, a weak 
executive, cannot solve for the 
American people the threat of the 
hydrogen bomb, of communist ag- 
gression in Indo-China, of unem- 
ployment. 

What we need today is respon- 
sible and powerful government. In 
no part of government is it more 
important to have responsibility to 
act, and power to act, than in the 
executive branch. Hence, I do not 
believe that the executive is too 
powerful today. 


Mr. Murray: Thank you very 
much, Congressman Bolling. There, 
ladies and gentlemen, you have 
two contrary statements of position 
and, Senator Ferguson, I noticed 
while Congressman Bolling was 
speaking, you were already muster- 
ing some opposition, and I wonder 
if you’d care now to comment upon 
his statement of position. 

Senator Ferguson: Why, I be- 
lieve that we disagree fundamen- 
tally. I happen to be one of those 
who believes that the individual 
must have a certain responsibility 
in this country and that govern- 
ment has a place. But it does not 
have the place of believing that it 
should take a third of his income, 
and it is more competent to spend 
that income and become the all- 
powerful than the individual back 
home. Now we can talk about the 
social legislation, and we believe 


in social legislation, but we do 
not want to make either the states 
ot the individuals wards of the 
Federal Government. I believe that 
back home is where government 
should be placed, in the states, 
back with the people. It is their 
responsibility, and we should just 
take over the defense and the 
large problems in this country. 

Mr. Murray: Congressman Boll- 
ing. 

Congressman Bolling: I noticed 
in the Senator’s statement that he 
made what I would consider to 
be a rather specific political speech, 
speaking of a certain number of 
issues which he claims have been 
done, things that have been done 
in the last year. The thing that 
interests me is that I said at the 
time that the Eisenhower State of 
the Union Message come up to the 
Hill that I found in it at least a 
verbal ratification of the New Deal. 
Now, I’d like to know in what 
particular field in the social welfare 
program the Eisenhower program 
is designed to repeal provisions 
that were enacted by the New 
Deal. 


Mr. Murray: Senator Ferguson. 


Senator Ferguson: We don’t pur- 
port to repeal social security. We 
believe that it should be based on 
a pay-as-you-go program. The peo- 
ple should pay for the social se- 
curity instead of accumulating, for 
instance, eighteen billions of dol- 
lars and then putting in an I.0.U., 
and using that money for general 
government expenses, because some 
day that will have to be paid by 
taxpayers. Then we believe that 
the social security should be ex- 
tended, that is if people are going 
to buy it as insurance. And that’s 
the way that we want to place it— 
not as welfare, but as insurance. 
That is the way we believe it 
should be stated. 


Congressman Bolling: As I un \i 
derstand you, Senator, you disagres 
with the Eisenhower program, be |: 
cause the Eisenhower program iy 
not the one that you describe. That 
is the program that the Eisenhowey pi 
Administration did not adopt; tha); 
is what was proposed by Congress)»: 
man Curtis. The Eisenhower Adki 
ministration, in effect, went along)» 
with the Democratic program of (i 
social security and suggested thail|. 
we go a little bit further, and lis 
agree with this in that particulas); 
respect. 


indications that the Eisenhower}; 
Administration has accepted manyj, 
of the gains of the last twenty), 
years and desires to build on them.|, 


Senator Ferguson: Now what w 
want to do about the housing, w 
don’t want to take over the Ne 
Deal housing, where sixty-five mil- 
lions of dollars was taken as wind- 
falls out of the taxpayers money 
prior to 1950, but they do believe} 
that in defense programs, where} 
the individual would not want to 
go and build because the plant 
may be closed down, or because it 
may not be needed, it may be a 
secondary outlet, that then the 
Federal Government owes to the 
workers, in those defense pro- 
grams, housing. That is entirely 
different than the idea of building 
houses and becoming the greatest 
landlord in the world. 


Congressman Bolling: I’d like to 
comment on that, because this 


really brings into focus the recent 
and the present difficulties with the 
F.H.A. Well I’m the author of one 
_of the housing bills that was put 
in, one of the very few that was 
put in this year, and in opposition 
to the Eisenhower program, pro- 
“posing that we go a little bit 
further in the field of public hous- 
‘iug. My housing bill does not in- 
‘clude a section on F.H.A., because 
I have felt all along that F.H.A. 
‘was, in effect, and this is the pro- 
;gram that is in difficulty today, a 
|bonanza for the private interests 
\that was not sufficiently secured 
{from possible corruption. And J 
‘would point out to the distin- 
;guished Senator that in this par- 
iticular program the people who 
|have been cheating have appar- 
(ently been the real estate people. 

Mr. Murray: Gentlemen, may I 
!return a bit more specifically to 
cone of the issues involved in to- 
inight’s topic. Most historians ap- 
parently agree that there has been 
¢an increase in the centralization of 
| power in the executive branch. But 
\we are inquiring in tonight’s dis- 
‘cussion how we centered too much 
power in the executive branch. I 
swonder, Senator, if you could per- 
thaps give some instances where 
yyou feel that we have centered too 
rmuch power in the executive 
tbranch, and see whether or not 
ithe Congressman agrees with you. 
Senator Ferguson: Well, I think, 
ffor instance, the labor field. It be- 
ccame, under the previous Admin- 
(istration, that no labor dispute 
scrrald take place that the President 
x0 the United States did not want 
te. take it over as a political issue 
apd have it decided in the White 
‘House. He immediately called the 
sple to the White House and 
empted to act as the arbiter in 
Aabor dispute. When the results 
Jn’t suit him, he seized the steel 


plants, saying that he had implied 
power to take them over, that he 
was given full power and all 
power over the individual. 

Why, he even went so far as to 
send up and demand that Congress 
pass a law, putting into the armed 
forces of the United States all rail- 
road workers, and when Congress 
turned it down, he was greatly 
disappointed. Now, if that isn’t 
taking power over the lives of the 
people! He could have, on the next 
morning after that bill was passed, 
courtmartialed, without a trial in 
a civil court, any individual who 
refused to go to work. 

Congressman Bolling: Mr. Mur- 
ray, I would like to point out, 
here the Senator talks about the 
Executive having developed too 
much power in this particular 
field. He cites two examples when 
the Executive didn’t get the power: 
the Congress didn’t give it to him 
in one case, and the Supreme Court 
struck him down in the second. So 
the Executive didn’t get the power. 


Senator Ferguson: But he claimed 
it, and it was only because the 
Supreme Court, on a _ two-extra 
judge decision, kept him from 
seizing that power. So the party 
that the President belonged to be- 
lieved that he had that power. 


Congressman Bolling: I’d like to 
point out, since the Senator has 
mentioned the Supreme Court de- 
cision, that the two most extreme 
so-called liberals on the court were 
the two that leaned most strongly 
against the President on principle 
in the steel strike—Justice Black 
and Justice Douglas. They were 
the ones who struck this down for- 
ever, not just on the specific case. 
The other seven members of the 
court said that in this particular 
case the President was wrong, that 
they were unwilling to rule on the 
matter as a generality. And I think 


that we have here very clearly an 
excellent example, where the 
checks and balances in the sys- 
tem, the Constitutional system of 
the Government of the United 
States, did not allow the President 
in those particular cases to take 
over certain powers the Senator 
obviously believes he should not 
have had. 


Senator Ferguson: Well, I could 
go into the foreign field as to what 
the President of the United States 
did at Quebec, when he entered 
into an agreement that the United 
States could not use the atomic 
bomb, which is a great deterrent to 
war, without the consent of an- 
other nation; and at Yalta and at 
Potsdam the liberties and the free- 
doms of other peoples of the world 
were given away without the con- 
sent of those peoples, or the con- 
sent of the people of the United 
States. 

That same President returned to 
the Congress of the United States 
and said that no secret agreements 
had been made, and even the Sec- 
retary of State did not know for 
a year afterwards what the agree- 
ments were that gave away the 
rights of those people and brought 
upon us the cold war. Now I don’t 
know what more power any man 
ever had or assumed. 


Congressman Bolling: Now I 
think it’s very important to clear 
up a few facts on some of the 
agreements that the Senator so 
glibly mentions. I think, further- 
more, there are some other things. 
In the first place, the Quebec 
Agreement was made at a time 
when the atom bomb didn’t exist, 
and it so happens that the British 
scientists in some respects had 
made more progress in the atomic 
field than had American scientists, 
and that is a fact. The Agreement 
was made so that we could pool 


our endeavor, so that we would: 
succeed in getting the atom bomb 
before the Germans got it, and if 
the British at the time were con-—* 
tributing more in know-how, pert- 
haps, than we were, it seems a 
reasonable agreement. 

Now, the Yalta Agreement has 
been much abused before many 
groups, but I think it’s very im- 
portant to point out that had it™' 
not been for the Yalta Agreement 
various things that the Russians 
have done in the cold war would 
not have been outlawed in any 
way; the things that the Russians 
have done have all been viola- |}, 
tions of the Agreement at Yalta.) 
And I think it essential to under- |, 
stand that executive agreements of | 
this kind have been going on in 
the history of the United States * 
from almost the beginning. Do you: 
realize that in 1817 the neutraliza- 
tion of the Great Lakes, as be-| 
tween Canada and the Unitedy 
States, was performed by an exec- |. 
utive agreement; that the original | 
Louisiana Purchase was, in effect, 
an executive agreement; that we. 
probably would not have had the 
Panama Canal had it not been for | 
executive agreements? 


Mr. Murray: Gentlemen, as you 
may perhaps know, each week 
America’s Town Meeting presents 
a complete 20-volume set of the} 
American People’s Encyclopedia to 
a listener who submits the most! 
timely question on the topic under | 
discussion. Now, tonight’s question 
comes from Marguerite Vanden 
Hennel, 26 Viola Ave., Clifton, 
N. J. Her question is this: ‘Has 
increasing use of executive orders 
weakened the power of Congress, 
and hence the power of democ- 
tacy?” 

Senator Ferguson: I would say 
that it has; let me give you an 
example. During the Pearl Harbor 


aearings, when we were trying to 
land out some facts, the President 
bf the United States issued an 
prder that no Senator could look 
at the files in the Navy Dept. or 
‘n the Army or in the military 
services. By an executive order, he 
prohibited the inquiry of a Con- 
zressional hearing into the facts 
bf Pearl Harbor, and even, too, 
pe other hearings he had entered 
orders refusing to allow men to 
cestify as to what the facts were in 
celation to these various hearings 
oefore committees. 


I say that it has weakened de- 
mocracy; it has come to the point 
of almost destroying the activities 
of Congress as far as that Pearl 
Harbor hearing was concerned, 
and this was after the War so that 
it could not be a question of se- 
curity. 

Mr. Murray: Thank you, Senator. 
Congressman Bolling, what will 
your answer be? 


Congressman Bolling: I regret to 
say that again I have to disagree 
with the Senator. I had hoped that 
by now we could find something 
on which we could agree. I would 
like to reread the question: ‘‘Has 
increasing use of executive orders 
weakened the power of Congress, 
and hence the power of democ- 
racy?” I’d like to answer the last 
part first. It seems to me very im- 
portant that we understand that 
our democracy works through 
three elements in government—the 
Legislature, the Executive and the 
Judiciary. So that democracy, as 
a whole, operates through all of 
these elements. I do not believe 
that democracy has been weakened 
by the use of executive orders, nor 
do I think that the strength of 
Congress has been weakened. Con- 
gress, in my judgment, can almost 
always impose its will when its 
will is the people’s will. 

Mr. Murray: Thank you very 
much, Congressman Bolling. 


*K 


QUES TIONS,-PLEASE! 


Mr. Murray: Now, ladies and 
zentlemen, America’s Town Meet- 
ing has come to the audience 
question period, which in many 
ways is the essence of the tradi- 
ional Town Meeting of New Eng- 
and. I will take questions from 
you ladies in the audience here 
1: Constitutional Hall. Will you 
Yivase tell us for whom your ques- 
ign is intended, and if you are 


Wi satisfied with the answer which 
eS of our guests give you, 

case tell them so, and they will 
fe you a clear position with 
spect to the answer. I see a lady 


athe center aisle. Will you please 
e forward with your question. 


9 


Questioner: I would like to ad- 
dress my question to Senator Fer- 
guson. Do you feel that the Chief 
Executive has the right to order 
small units of the armed forces 
into action? 

Senator Ferguson: I would have 
to answer that with rather a long 
answer. If our troops were being 
attacked, or if our territory was 
being attacked, or if the territory 
of a country that we had a treaty 
with that had been ratified by the 
Senate and therefore by the people, 
then the President of the United 
States as Commander in Chief of 
the Armed Forces is entitled to 


use the armed forces to repel such 
an attack. 


Mr. Murray: Thank you, Senator. 
May we have another question, 
please? 


‘Questioner; Congressman 
Bolling, do you think that the 
President of the United States of 
America should have the power to 
make a secret agreement with an- 
other nation, which might become 
the law of our land? 


Congressman Bolling: Well, I 
think under certain circumstances, 
yes. I think, obviously, that you 
have to qualify by saying under 
certain circumstances, and I think 
that the reason you have to qualify 
it is that it might very well be that 
there are other nations who are, 
let’s say, working in the atomic 
and hydrogen field. It is conceiy- 
able that, scientifically, one of our 
allies might discover a great step 
forward in the atomic or the hydro- 
gen field. And I wonder very 
much if any of you would be 
opposed to our taking advantage 
of what one of our allies might 
have discovered in this field, 
through an executive agreement. I 
doubt that you would be. 


Senator Ferguson: Gentlemen, 
I'd like to say just this, that I think 
the Supreme Court of the United 
States made a grave mistake in 
what is known as ‘The Pink Case” 
when it held that an executive 
agreement had the same dignity 
as that of a treaty, because the 
President makes the agreement 
alone; he makes it secretly and 
when a treaty is adopted it must 
be by two-thirds of the Senators 
present. Therefore I do not feel 
that the law should have been, and 
should be now, that the executive 
agreement can take the place of a 
treaty. 


Mr. Murray: Thank you, Senator 


10 


Ferguson. The next question |! 
please. ‘' 


Questioner: I acud like to ash 
Senator Ferguson a question. Dc _ 
you not think it would be ad 
visable to limit the executive 
powers by amending our ae 
Constitution to prevent treaties an 
international agreements from. 
superseding the Constitution? 


Senator Ferguson: Well, I be 
lieve that the Constitution shoul 
be supreme. I believe that any 
treaty or any executive agreement); 
which conflicts with the Constitu-) 
tion should be null and void andj 
of no force or effect. 


Congressman Bolling: At last th 
Senator and I agree on something. 


Questioner; As our Constitution 
now reads, treaties become th 
supreme law of the land when 
adopted by the Senate. 


Senator Ferguson: Yes, the 
peculiar wording of the Constitu- 
tion is that if it is made under’ 
the authority of the Constitution,’ 
meaning in form, that the treaty’ 
becomes the supreme law of the’ 
land and therefore can change or 
alter the Constitution. A new 
provision should be put in the 
Constitution, and that is to the 
effect that any treaty or executive 
agreement that conflicts with the 
Constitution should be of no force 
or effect; we tried to get that 
through. I was the sponsor of 
such a resolution, but it was 
stricken out and other language 
was put in, which I think did 
not. solve the problem as far as 
other questions were concerned, 
even though that same provision 
was put back in. 


Mr. Murray: Congressman 
Bolling wishes to comment. 


Congressman Bolling: My feeling 
is that if the Senator means the 
amendment as he stated it that he 


‘would be asking for a redundant 
‘amendment, because it seems to 
| me very clear that the Constitution 
1is, and must remain, the supreme 
| iaw of the land. 

Senator Ferguson: But the 
itrouble is that the United States 
| Supreme Court has held otherwise. 


Questioner: Then, would not an 
iamendment to the Constitution, as 
|lkas been proposed, take care of 
{those situations? 

Senator Ferguson: \ think that 
ithat one amendment should be 
iadded to the Constitution of the 
|United States. 

Congressman Bolling: Vd like to 
}point out that in this particular 
(case both President Eisenhower and 
his Secretary of State, along with 
imany others, have indicated that 
ithey would oppose any amendment 
ithat would cripple or handicap 
i them. 

Senator Ferguson: Well, but the 
|President of the United States and 
ithe Secretary of State have not 
‘objected to a new Constitutional 
‘amendment which would read in 
ithis way, “That any treaty or 
‘executive .agreement which con- 
flicts with the Constitution of the 
‘United States would be of no force 
‘or effect.” They have approved 
‘such an amendment. 


Mr. Murray: Gentlemen, I see 
many hands raised for additional 
questions, and I’d like to accept 
some of them, please. The lady 
on my right. 

Questioner: My question is re- 
laved somewhat to the other one, 
amd I’m addressing it to Congress- 
man Bolling: Why has the legisla- 
tive branch allowed the execu- 
¥e branch to assume their 

legated treaty making power so 


hat a Bricker type amendment 
ms advisable? 
[Congressman Bolling: In the first 


=, 


= 
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place, I don’t think a Bricker type 
amendment does seem advisable. In 
this particular case, I stand with 
the President and the Secretary of 
State and many other people. 
There’s a great controversy over 
this. I don’t believe that it’s pos- 
sible for the United States of 
America which, whether it likes it 
or not, is the leader of the free 
world, in the attempt to defeat 
Communist aggression and im- 
perialism, I don’t think that there’s 
any possibility of the United States 
doing this, if everything has to go 
through the treaty process. 

I think there are too many de- 
tailed agreements that have to be 
made on a day-to-day basis. I can- 
not believe that any Chief Execu- 
tive, any President, of either party, 
would do anything that he did not 
think was in the best interests of 
the country. I know that the 
Congress always has at hand the 
power of the purse, the power 
of affirmative legislation to strike 
down any act that the Chief Execu- 
tive may take with which they dis- 
agree. 

Mr. Murray: Thank you, Con- 
gressman. May we have the next 
question from the lady on my left, 
please? 


Questioner: 1 would like to ad- 
dress my question to Senator Fer- 
guson. Is Congress winning or 
losing its fight for the right to get 
information from executive 
agencies? 

Senator Ferguson: Well, I ex- 
pect that we’re going to wia, and 
we ate winning, because just re- 
cently when the scandal come up 
in relation to the F.H.A., the Presi- 
dent immediately ordered each and 
every branch of Government to 
give all of the information it had 
to the committee in Congress and 
is backing the investigations of the 
Congress. I happen to be on the 


one Committee that is doing some 
investigating on that, and we are 
getting full co-operation and infor- 
mation from the departments. So, 
I see every evidence of a change 
in the attitude of allowing the 
people, which is the Congress, to 
have the information and not as I 
told you about the rule hack in 
the Pearl Harbor hearings and be- 
fore the Remington case which con- 
cerned the Committee of which I 
was Chairman. 


Mr. Murray: Would you like to 
say something, Congressman? 


Congressman Bolling: 1 would 
like to add this word, that certainly 
in many cases that it is entirely 
appropriate for the Chief Executive 
to furnish to Congress information 
that it requests. On the other 
hand, there is a full history, start- 
ing with George Washington, I be- 
lieve, and coming down through 
most of the presidents of this 
country, of refusing to give to 
Congress certain information which 
the Executive did not think should 
be in the hands of Congress, but 
which was privileged in the Execu- 
tive. 


Mr, Murray: Thank you, gentle- 
ment. 
Senator Ferguson: I do not 


understand why the President of 
the United States would feel after 
the War is over as to how or what 
happened before or at the time of 
Pearl Harbor should not be known 
by the people, because how are we 
going to defend ourselves in the 
future, when we have atomic bombs 
and weapons if the people do not 
not know that thing could happen 
out there? The loss of all those 
boys and the ships, and we never 
learned the facts, and I say to 
you tonight, my people, that the 
facts were destroyed by the execu- 
tive department of this Govern- 
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ment — not only refused, but de- 7 
stroyed. | 


Mr. Murray: 
Bolling. 


Congressman 


Congressman Bolling: Mr. Mur- 
ray, with very considerable re- 
straint, I've tried to talk to the! 
principles and issues, but I'd like 
to point out, if we’re talking about | 
secrecy, that it was with a great 
sense of surprise that the American 
people learned, just the other day, 
that it was the Vice President who 4 
had spoken of the possibility of 
sending troops into Indo-China. 
There has been great secrecy with 
regard to the seriousness of the 
situation in Indo-China, and I 
would like to say this that I 
praise the Vice President and the 
President of the United States and 
the Secretary of the State for finally 
facing up to this grave problem 
and getting the people of the 
United States in on the secret. 


Senator Fergusen: Well, my 
friend, let me say that I happen 
to be one of those who go to the 
White House, and one who goes ! 
to the Secretary of State, and on a | 
number of occasions both sides | 
of the aisle, both Republicans and | 
Democrats, have been given the 
fullest detailed information in re- 
gards to Indo-China, and I can’t 
understand why they claim, or try 
to tell the American people, that 
they don’t get the facts. All they 
have to do is to go to the leaders 
on their side of the aisle, and I’m 
sure they can get the facts. 


Congressman Bolling; ‘This 
doubles my indictment then, be- 
cause it seems to me what we’re 
talking about is informing the 
people. Then, I can say that the 
leaders, and you say both parties, 
have failed to inform the people. 
Certainly the people have not been 
informed until recently of the 


seriousness of the situation in 
Indo-China. I thank God that they 
are now today informed. 


Mr. Murray: Gentlemen, may 
we take another question from the 
audience ? 


_ Questioner: My question is for 
Congressman Bolling. I’m from 
Missouri, I want to be shown. 
Why does the executive branch 
wish to. control the world, as if it 
were an empire, when we are not 
legally at war? I do not par- 
ticularly refer to the present ad- 
ministration head but the executive 
branch of the government. 


Congressman Bolling: 1 do not 
believe, and I think this is an ex- 
cellent question, I do not believe 
that the present executive branch, 
the former executive branch, any 
executive branch in this country, 
has ever wanted to control the 
world like an empire. I think 
lit is true that all the executives, 
tRepublican and Democratic, and 
{I think the vast majority of the 
rpeople of this country, have recog- 
nized that we are the strongest 
force opposing communism, and 
that we have a great responsibility 
to lead freedom to preserve itself. 
Mr. Murray: Thank you, Con- 
bgressman Bolling. Another ques- 
‘tion, please. 

Questioner: Senator Ferguson, if 
‘the 200 United Nations treaties 
would be ratified by us, would we 
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have any of our U. S. Constitution 
left? 


Senator Ferguson: 1 don’t know 
if I understand the part about the 
200 treaties. 


Questioner: Well, almost 200. 


Mr. Murray: If all of the 200 
United Nations treaties were to 
be ratified by the Senate, the ques- 
tioner wants to know would we 
have any Constitution left. 


Senator Ferguson: Well, we'd, of 
course, change the whole phi- 
losophy of our government and our 
American way of life, if we were 
to adopt many of the proposals of 
the United Nations Assembly and 
the related organizations with the 
United Nations. We don’t intend 
to adopt them; the President has 
sent word to Congress that those 
that are up they should do noth- 
ing on. So I don’t think you have 
to worry at the present time about 
adopting these so-called resolutions 
or executive agreements or treaties. 


Mr. Murray: I am very sorry we 
must interrupt and conclude be- 
cause our time has expired. Senator 
Ferguson and Congressman Bolling, 
thank you very much for your most 
interesting discussion tonight. Our 
thanks to the officials of the 
National Society, Daughters of the 
American Revolution — especially 
Miss Gertrude S. Carraway, Presi- 
dent-General, and Mrs. Joseph B. 
Paul, Chairlady of the National 
Congress Program Committee. 


FOR FURTHER STUDY OF THIS WEEK’S TOPIC | 


Background Questions 


en mR 


THE PRESIDENT—POWERS, PREROGATIVES AND PRESTIGE 
1. What are the powers of the President as outlined in the t 
Constitution? i 

a. Are they very broadly defined? Or, are they specifically itemized? | 

b. Have the powers of the President increased tremendously within © 
recent years? If so, was this done through changes in or a 
reinterpretation of the Constitution? : 

2. Has the President's power grown at the expense of the Congress 
and Court? Or, has the system of checks and balances, devised 
by the framers of the Constitution, worked successfully ? 

3. If the increased responsibility of the President does not in itself 
represent the presence of new organic powers, what does it 
represent? 

a. Does it represent a more frequent use of traditional powers, 
demanded by the exigencies of the times? 

b. To what extent is growth of the Presidency due to technological 
revolutions in military science—the increasing scope and impact 
of modern warfare? 

c. To what extent is it due to the emergence of the U. S. as the 
leading world power? 

d. Has the whole field of foreign policy, in which the Constitution 
gives the Executive predominant power, become more important? 

e. Has Congress through increasing legislation invested the Execu- 
tive with increasing responsibilities in administering the Jaws? 

f. Have changing concepts of government responsibility in economic 
and social life placed great additional responsibility on all 
branches of government? 

4. Evaluate the responsibilities and prerogatives of the President’ 
inherent in his symbolic and solitary character. Does the President 
combine ceremonial functions of a head of state with those of 
the chief administrative officer? 

a. To what extent is the President, as head of his party, responsible 
for initiating legislation? 

b. The Constitution vested legislative and judicial functions in 
plural bodies; executive power in one man. Why? 

re Does the President, due to his solitary leadership and the 
national character of his selection, embody the hopes, expecta- 
tions, etc. of the entire population? 


5. Which of the President’s powers and responsibilities are not in- 
herent in the Constitution? 
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a. Evaluate the character of his political party leadership. 


b. What powers are inherent in his personality that he brings fo 
his office? 


What is meant by a “strong” or “weak” president? 


a. Are there personality traits that are overriding? Evaluate the 
the statement of T. V. Smith, ‘‘The history of our Presidency rein- 
forces the moral that power is always poor until it clothes 
itself in the symbol of influence.” 


b. Do different conceptions regarding the extent of executive 
power have much bearing on actual practice? 


c. To what extent do the exigencies of the times affect the role 
a President assumes or is forced to assume? 


d. Is strength in a President measured by the extent of influences 
he has over other branches of government? Is it measured by 
his defense of his own powers and prerogatives from encroach- 
ment by Congress or Court? 

e. In his book, “The American President’ Sidney Hyman claims 
that the “better distinction between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ Presidents 
can be drawn in terms of how they managed the slippery 
imponderables of public opinion.” Do you agree? 

Who does the President represent? 

a. Should his political party affiliation define the scope of his 
activity and aspirations? Was the original conception of the 
President as the leader of the whole nation? 

b. Can a President successfully lead both party and nation? Can 
he represent the minority as well as the majority? 

c. Evaluate the various proposals for changing our method of 
selecting the President, in order to make the President more 
representative of the entire nation. (national primaries, reform 
of the Electoral College, etc.) 


IE PRESIDENT—BURDENS 


Is the Presidency a “man-killing” job? Are its responsibilities too 
much for one man? 
Can the President delegate any of his power? Can the burdens 
of his office be shared, without destroying the conception of the 
authors of the Constitution as to what our Executive should be? 
'€an the Vice President or Cabinet members share more fully in 
Whe responsibilities of the Presidency? Can they be held responsible 
ior both policy and administration? What other suggestions have 
en made to ease Presidential burdens? 
Would the sharing of Presidential power tend to create a sharp 
avage between power and responsibility? Would it tend te 
\ e" dissension and factions within the Executive Branch? 
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. Has the President the right to commit American forces to danger 


Would it tend to turn the Presidency into a Cabinet form o 
government? 


Can the President delegate his party leadership? Can the Presiden 
delegate some of his ceremonial functions to the Vice President ‘ 


Did the framers of the Constitution purposely leave many area 
of power between the Executive and Congress undefined to allo 
for growth and struggle? Did they grant either branch greate 
or lesser power? Do the powers of the executive and legislatiy 
branches overlap? 


Have the Constitutional checks and balances operated effectively: 


Have the scope of congressional powers grown to the same exten 
as those of the executive? 


Has the President within recent decades dominated or attempte 
to dominate the Congress? If so, give examples of this encroach 
ment? 


Evaluate the charge that the congressional assault on executiv 
powers has been unprecedented within recent years. 


a. To what extent have attacks on Executive power been made b 
those whose theoretical preference is for a weak -executive? 

b. To what extent are they motivated by hostility to a particula 
President and considerations of partisan advantage? 

Is the 22nd Amendment an unwarranted invasion of executiv 

power? 

a. Has it weakened the Presidency? Does it show a basic distrus 
of the electorate? 

b. Evaluate Alexander Hamilton’s argument that possibility o 
re-election is important as an inducement of good behavior an 
a reward for fidelity. 


Evaluate the resolution of Rep. Coudert (1951) calling for 
constitutional amendment to require the President to resign i 
face of a vote of no-confidence. 


Evaluate Sen. Jenner’s plan to put considerable policy determinatio 
in a commission consisting of the chairmen of Senate committee 


points outside the U. S. without Congressional authorization 

Would denial of such a right constitute a major assault on th 

President’s power as Commander-in-Chief ? 

a. Has the President the right to order the Navy to move fro 
one area to another? Has he power to send the Air Force t 
stations outside the U. S.? 

b. Is Congress legitimately concerned with an executive actio 
that may force its decision to declare war? 


Evaluate the Bricker Amendment. 
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